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PER CURIAM.

Federal inmate Mack R. Gibson appealsthedistrict court’ s" dismissal of his28
U.S.C. 8§ 2241 petition. We affirm.

In February 1994, Gibson was arrested for selling cocaine. His parole was
revoked, and he was imprisoned from the date of hisarrest until February 20, 1996,
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hismandatory releasedate. Meanwhile, in November 1995, the government indicted
him on two countsof drug trafficking for selling the cocaine; after ajury trial, Gibson
was sentenced on October 2, 1996, to 120 months imprisonment. The judgment
stated this sentence was concurrent with any remaining parole-violation time, and
recommended that Gibson receive credit for time served since December 13, 1995.
The Bureau of Prisons (BOP), however, gave Gibson credit only from February 20,
1996. Gibson filed hissection 2241 petition, seeking credit for timehe served before
that date, and asserting various challenges to the validity of his sentence.

Under 18 U.S.C. § 3585(b), the BOP could give Gibson credit on his instant
sentence only for time not credited towards aprior sentence, and thetime he spentin
custody before February 20, 1996, had been credited to his parole-violation sentence.
Further, the BOP had authority to determine the amount of credit Gibson was to
receive, and was not bound by the sentencing recommendation. See United Statesv.
Wilson, 503 U.S. 329, 335 (1992). Gibson's challenges to the validity of his
sentence--as opposed to its execution--must be broughtina28 U.S.C. § 2255 motion.
See Matheny v. Morrison, 307 F.3d 709, 711 (8th Cir. 2002).

Accordingly, we affirm.
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